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Table

COMPOSITION AND SIZE OF RACIAL/ETHNIC CATEGORIES IN SAMPLE

Category N 
-

White 2044
Black 800
Spanish—American 356

Mexican—American
Puerto Rican

Pacific 200
Guamanian
Filipino
Hawaiian
Samoan

Native American 74
American Indian
Aleut

Other 173
Other
Chinese
Japanese
Korean

INST RUMENT DEVELOPMENT

Because of the cu l t u ra l l y  heterogeneous nature of t h i s  sample , a
nun~~er of t echnical  d i f f i c u l t  io n  a rose in develop ing an ~ns t rument  t o
be used i n  measurin g role perceptions . Triartdi s et .il . demons t ra ted
tha t not only a re  there cr o s s — c u l t u r al differences in the behaviors seen
as typ ical for a g iven role, but these  d i f f e r e n ce s  e x t e n d  t o  the very

• d imensions along which role—related behaviors art’ seen to vary . Mdi-
t iona 1 ly , the Tr i .~ndi s st  tidy demon ;; t rat i’d tha t these di 1110115 ions  of reit’
varia tions could be grouped into two categories. The first category
includes all cultural—specific dimensions , i .e ., those uniqu e to a
given culture . For example , the study showed tha t among ~ re e ks,  ro les
are viewed according to the degree consensual types of behaviors are
incorpora ted . Examples of these behaviors would be “to share the same
religi on as” or “to have the same political beliefs as.” This type of

‘Triandis , bI . C ., Vassiliou, V . ,  ~ Nassiakou , M. Three cross-cultural
studies of subiective culture . Journal~~ f Personal i~y & Social P! choh29y ,
(L ~~’~~)~ ~!(13 ) ,  Par t .,

~~, 
L— 1~~ .
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hchav t o t  iii seen as typ ica l  in  ~ t t ’ek t n t  r a — I ant i ly roles ( e . g .  • mother—
da ughter, uncle-niece) and roles of close f r i e n d sh i p .  Decause th is
dimension does not appear iii any non-Greek culture , it is a cultural-
spe’c t t  tn dimension .

The second cateqory of role dimensions includes the four culture-
free dtme ’ns ions of t o l t ’  perceptions observed i n  every culture studied
thus far. They are :

1. Associative vs. Disassociat ive  — To help 01 t o  like vs. t o
hate .‘t to avoid.

Ikis t 1li~Lv s._ No Hostilit y — To quarrel with , t o  cheat , to  h t t .

3. Su,perordi na te  vs Subordinate — To orde’ n • t o  adv t se vs. t o  obey
or to be depende n t on.

4. I n t  imacy vs. No intimacy — To love , to cry f o r .

In  measun ’ i ng d i f f e r e n c e s  in role per cept  ions b et  we ’en di vetne ~‘til —

tu ra l  groups , i t  is essent i a 1 to  ensut e tha t  role pe Inept ions  .ire ’ mea-
sured along equal dimensions and that  the dimensions are approp r iat e  to
the cu l tu ra l group c o n s i d e r e d . In developing the measur e ’n~’nit in s t  rumenit
used in  the p ron. - u t t  s tudy  n o  I t ’ perce pt t u i t s  were me’.t S ut ed alon g t h e’ ciii —
t u r e — f r e t ’  d imensions  i d e n t i f i e d  by Tr iandis  and h i s  associa tes .

The measurement ins t rument  used in  this study b a s i c a l l y  c o n s ist e d  of
a l i s t  of twenty behaviors (see Table 2) . For each j o l t ’, r e c r u i ts  were
requested to ra te  the frequency w i t h  which  f i r s t — n a m e d  role ’  p a t  t nt ’t’s
would t y p i c a l l y  perform each of the behaviors  w i t h  I e s j ’ e n t  to  l a t t e t -
named r o l e  pa r tners .  For example , in measuring the N c O — E n i i s t e~d Ma n
ro le , subjec ts  were asked to i n d i c a te ’ whether an NIL’O would a d m u t e ’ .en
enli sted man , inspect the work of an en l i s t ed  mani , e tc .  The t e’sl’oIIsot;
were rated on a f i v e — p o i n t  scale r anging from i1 for  “Never ” t o  4 I cr

• “Always . ”

The twenty behaviors used in t hi s  task were chosen through a I’r0~’e’

dure adapted from that  emp loyed by Triand i s e’t al . in dove loping the  t o l e ’
d i f f e r e n t i a l .  A p i lo t  study was conducted , f rom which  a l i s t ut oVe’t ~~~~~~

behaviors was derived by havin g a sample of 47 enlisted men per form a
sentence completion task . For each of the f iv e’ roles , sub le ’ct s we re ’
required to complete ten sentences link ing the  two t o l e ’ pat t nei s.  Mo re ’
s p e c i t i c a l ly , subjects were asked to  complete t he stems : “The E n l is t e d

Man the NCO . “ “The Office’ i the Eni  is I eel Man, “ et c

The frequency with which each of th ese behaviors was generated was
determined , and the 100 most f requent ly occurr ing behavior s W C1C ’ SU1’Se’-
quent ly rated by seven ludqes on each of the four cu l ture- f re e ’  dimensions
l is ted ear l ier .  A f i v e — poin t  rating scale was used t o t  these tat i nqs ,

ranqinq from 0 , indicating “No t At Al l ”  (Associative , Host i l e ,  e t c . )  to  4 ,
indicating “Extremely ” (Associa t ive , Hosti le , e t c . )  . Those twenty b eh aviots
having the im,’st extreme ratings on at least one of these dimensions
constituted the f inal  Mili tar y Role p iff . rent ia l  ins t rument .
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—
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Table 2

LIST OF BEHAVIORS CONSTITUTING THE MILITARY ROLE DIFFERENTIAL

To admire
To inspect the work of
To harass
To obey
To hate
To depend on
To advise
To question the authori ty of
To be a friend of
To judge ‘1
To give a hard time to
To explain his actions to
To avoid
To salute
To agree wi th Ii
To ignore
To like
To chew out
To hit
To give an order to “4

RE SULTS AI~D DISCUSSION

Responses given by subjects in the main study on the f ina l Mil i tary
Role di fferential were subjected to principal axes factor analyses fol-
lowed by varimax rotations. A separate factor analysis was performed on
the responses given for each role. The purpose of these analyses was to
determine whether the attemp t to bui ld the four culture—free factors into
the instrument had been successful , and to determine what d i f f e r ex ~ces
in dimensionali ty , if any , existed among the five roles . Tables 3-7
sunmiarize the results of these analyses .

In general , culture—free factors that were “buil t into” the instru-
ment emerged as expected from these factor analyses. The only exception
was the Intimacy factor , which failed to emerge from any analysis of
roles . The most probable reason for this is the formal nature of miii-
ta ry roles which deems considerations of intimacy inappropriate .

I
I: .

“

k . “~ k -~ - - ‘ — -~~~ ~ ~-_------ — C ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  —— - ----~~~~~~ —-- --.- •1~~

Table 3

EM-EM ROLE : HIGHEST LOADINGS ON MIL iTARY ROLE
D IF FEREN TIAL FACTORS AFTER VA RIMAX ROTATION

Factor 1 — Hostility (% of common var=58.2)

.73 To give a hard time to

.67 To harass

.66 To hate

.61 To chew out

.59 To hit

.58 To ignore

.47 To avoid

.47 To judge

Factor 2 - Ass ocidtive (
~ of common var=26.7)

.57 To like

.53 To be a friend of

.41 To agree with

Factor 3 — Superordinate (% of common var=9.2)

.50 To inspect the work of

.48 To advise

Factor 4 - Subordination (% of common var=5.9)

.48 Salute

5
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Table 4

EM-NCO ROLE: HIGHEST LOADINGS ON MILITARY ROLE DIFFERENTIAL
AFTER VAR IMAX ROTATION

Factor 1 - Superordinatjon (% of common var’~54.O)

.60 To question the authority of

.55 To advise

.49 To judge

.47 To inspect the work of

.42 To harass

.41 To give a hard time to

Factor 2 - Associative - Disassociative (
~ of common var=26.3)

.60 To like
-.58 To hate
.54 To be a friend of

-.50 To avoid

Factor 3 - Hostility (% of common var=13 .O)

.68 To chew out

.63 To hit

.53 To give an order to

.43 To give a hard time to

.43 To harass

.41 To ignore

Factor 4 - Subordination (% of common var=6.8)

.45 To obey

.44 To depend on

6
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Table 5

EM-OFF ROLE: HIGHEST LOADINGS ON MiLITARY ROLE DIFFERENTIAL
FACTORS AFTER VAR IMAX ROTATION

Factor 1 - Associative-Olsassociative (% of comon var=51.O)

.58 To like

.55 To be a friend of
— .55 To hate
.48 To admi re

-.47 To avoid

Factor 2 — Hostility (% of common var=27.O) —

.&7 To chew out

.65 To hit

.59 To give an order to r

Factor 3 — Superord i nation (% of common var=9.1 )

.54 To harass

.50 To give a hard time to
-.40 To obey H

Factor 4 - Subordination (% of common var 8.l)

.40 Obey

I
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Table 6 H

NCO-EM ROLE: HIGHEST LOADINGS ON MILITARY ROLE DIFFERENTIAL
AFTER VARIMA X ROTATION

Factor 1 — Superordination—Subord i nation (% of common var=67.5)

.68 To order

.61 To advise

.60 To chew out

.56 To judge

.56 To inspect the work of

.55 To give a hard time to
- .53 To obey
.50 To harass
.47 To question the authority of

Factor 2 - Hostility (‘
~ of common var=19.5)

.54 To i gnore

.53 To hate

.49 To avoid

.49 To give a hard time to

.47 To hit

.46 To harass

Factor 3 — Associative (% of conhllon var=13.O)

.60 To like

.55 To be a friend of

.46 To agree with

.40 To admire

8
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Tabl e 7

OFF-EM ROLE: HIGHEST LOADINGS ON MILITARY ROLE DIFFERENTIAL
FACTORS AFTER VARIMAX ROTATION

Factor 1 — Superordination—Subordination (% of common var=56.4)

.62 To give an order to

.59 To advise

.54 To inspect the work of

.52 To judge

.49 To chew out

.44 To question the authority of
-.43 To obey

Factor 2 — Hostility (% of conmton var=22.7)

.61 To give a hard time to

.57 To hate

.55 To harass

.55 To i gnore

.50 To hit

.47 To avoid

Factor 3 — Associative (% of common var 2O.9)

.64 To like

.61 . To be a friend of

.50 To admfre

.49 To agree wi th

.45 To obey
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Table 8 presents mean ratings given to behaviors that had the highest
loading on each factor within each role. Again, the ratings wer e performed
on a scale using 0 to indicate that a behavior never occurred ; 1 , that it - 

-

seldom occurred ; 2, that it sometimes did and sometimes did not occur ;
and 3 and 4, that it occurred frequently or a lways , respectively . As
can be seen, these data contain no great surprises . Associative acts
occur with the greatest frequency among enlisted men ; Hostility and H
Superordination are most infrequent in the relationship of enlisted men
to superiors , and Subordination is most infrequent between an enlisted
man and his peers. These means will be used in the measurement of cross-
cultural differences.

To analyze these cross—cultural differences , a standardized factor
score for each factor within each role was computed for each subject.
The subjects’ scores on each factor were used as the dependent variable
in a one-way ANOVA using racial/ethnic group as the independent variable.
The results of these analyses are summarized in Table 9 .

Table 8

MEAN RATINGS GIVEN TO BEHAVIORS THAT HAD LARGEST LOADINGS - 
-

ON EACH FACTOR WITHIN EACH ROLE

Associative Hostility Superordinate Subordinate

Role

EM-EM 2.64 1.53 2.40 0.70

— EM—NCO 1.84: 0.65 1.03 2.81

EM—OFF 2.04 0.29 1.56 3.69

NCO-EM 2.01 1.49 2~~16
b 

--

OFF—EM 
- - 

1.67 1.47 2~ 79 b 
--

aA i t f  vs. Disassoclative factor

bSuperordinate vs. Subordinate factor

L 
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Tab li? 9

SU>~MARY OF RI S it  1 ~ 01 ANOVAS PERFORMF U 10 Di ii RN I NF FI I I  cr01 RAC I AL ILTHN I ~ GROUP OH Mli i V A RY 1~0I I N RC I P U  I ON s
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This table illustrates that the effects of racial/ethnic groups are
pervasive . With the exception of associative behaviors in the Enlisted
Man—Enlisted Man role, and superordination in the Enlisted Man-NCO role,
racial/ethnic group membership had a consistent effect on mil itary role
perceptions. Although all such differences are of interest, the differ-
ences to which we will direct our attention are those existing between
Whites and the various minority groups under consideration . In order
to determine whether the cross—cultural differences that emerged from
our findings were due to differences between Whites and minority recruits
or rather were due to differences among the minority groups themselves,
an a priori test was performed between the White group and all the non-
White groups combined . The results of these analyses are presented in
columns 3 and 4 of Table 9. As can be seen , these results directly
paralleled the overall ANOVA results. Hence, there are clear and con-
sistent differences in the perception of military roles between White
and minority recruits. The nature of these differences can be discerned p

through an examination of the Neuman-Keuls test results in Table 9.

The group whose role perceptions stand out in greatest contrast to
Whites is the Pacific sample. In comparison to Whites, the Pacif ic
sample :

1. Saw more positive affective bonds being shared by enlisted men
and their superiores.

2. Saw NCO5 and officers as less superordinate toward enlisted men
and saw enlisted men as less subordinate toward NCOs and officers .

3. Saw enlisted men as more superordinate and more hostile toward
officers.

These differences can be summarized as typifying an image of the Army
more egalitarian than the image held by Whites . Power relationships
between the three rank categories are de—emphasized through a degree of
“leveli~.g, ” i.e., superiors are seen as more subordinate and subordinates
are seen as typically more superordinate . This de-emphasis is accompanied
by an emphasis on positive affective bonds between the rank categories .
Thus , as perceived by this group , the relationship between rank categor-
ies is defined more by mutual regard than by power and status .

This viewpoint is shared to a large degree by the Black sample . They
also , in contrast to the Whites , see enlisted men as less subordina te to
NCOS and officers , and the behavior of NCOs and officers toward enlisted
men as less superordinate and more associative . In the same manner , they
see NCOs as typically behaving with less hostili ty toward enlisted men ,
and enlisted men as displaying more associative behavior with regard to
NCO 5 . Finally , Blacks see less hostility and subordination among enlisted
men than do Whites .

13
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Thts pattern ox i t i’d only t o  a l imi t ed  deqi et’ an~~nq the’ ~~~ai i
Ame’ricart sublects. T h i s  p a rallel w i t h  the’ I’aci  f i t :  and f lack nam~’1 ’s
w i ’ ;  t c’s t i t t :  ted I ot  the’ fl~~s t part I 0 the’i t pet c,’~ ’t i ot is  of the’ NCt~— Fn It t e d
M.tu and the Off jeer—En 1 i sted Man roles , tic t o  ~ pani sli—Ame j fl~~ ~.aw l ess
superordina t t ott , more ,t~~; sot: i at  i ye bchav i o r u  , and , i n  t ho case of Ni ‘t ~ ;

I ~‘ss hon t t i L t  y di rec ted a t  en! i sted men. In  .i~1~I i t  i ott  to t hi , ~j ’.ait t s i t —
Amer i cans  saw subord i nat ion as less t yp i c t  l of t h e  heh,a v , ‘ t

on l i st e d  men.

‘I’ht’ fina l minor i ty  q toup , the Na t i ye Amet i cans , had i i ’  Ic  pet i -o pt  i O l i n

al most idetit i~’al to t h e  White sample. The stt~ jl q ’ e’xceL’tion W as In  the ’ii
p o t  ~- .‘p t  t o t )  ot n~,re hostility d t r o c t e ’d  at  o f f i ~~-e t  i’y e’nlI sted ni.’n.

CONCLLIS ION

c i  n u t  o t s  of mi litary tol ,’ }‘.‘tc.’pt ion s  , - i t i  i , ~ seeti i i i  t I i i ’s . ’
t .-~- t i I I s  - The i i i  u t  -Iust .’t , , - i i s i s t  1 tn ~ L ’ t l m a l i  l y of  f l i t ’  ~ ,‘t ~- .‘pt i ’ti: ;
of t h e  i’a c i  tic and flack n~am~’los , ar e iii clear cot i t  a s t  t o  t I n ’s t ’  of t i t , ’
Wit i t o  .n~ I Native Amer i cart samples . The f t  1s t  tWo ~i i o i ipt ;  , and t o  .i no t e
I im i  sI ext ent the ~ p a i i i s h— A m e r  i ., - a t s ;  , t i ’, ’ t o l a f  ions l t  ij ’ s hptw.’.’n o f f  i c o t

and (‘It I i s  t i’d j ’. ’t :s  ‘t in. ’! based mot e  on a norm ‘ t no 1 ,Ia t i t y and

I ‘‘su on a powet and u t  it  us di ! I .‘i out  i .11 t h an  d~’ t he latter tw~’ ~i t  ‘ups

~ive’n I i t o u c  I ’ t ’t c . ’} ’ t is-i I d i f  lo t  t ’t t t o i;  , .atid a s s i u n i  tiq t h i t  t h e  v , i t  t o i i s
- t i l t  itia l ‘iroilpu act  in  a c c o t t l a t ) i -e with t he se  pot c.’~’t io n:; , i t  i s  1 i k . ’ l y
tha t mi not i t  y e’nl is ted personne ! , . ‘ttp. ’c i a I y 1~ I ai ’k it  .ati d i’o 1 yin ’s  i .ans , a t , ’
i i  k .’ l y t o so,’ Wh I p supci  t o rn  as hau i~h I y and . t i i t  t~ t: t .i t i t :  and as e ‘cc I I t t ’ 1
more do fer , ’n , ’,’ than t h e  i t  po st  t ion  w a r r a n t s .  These tnt  ts ’i  t y so! diet it

i i i  t u r n , are l i k e l y  t o  be v i e wed by thel r W h i t . ’  p , ’. ’tu and sup. ’i i ~‘t as
t en d  i isi t o  be i itsiil’ot ~i i  t i a t o  and ‘‘pushy . “ The’ ~s’:;s i h i . ’ ~‘t~ ,p ; , ’qi i, ~ i t i ,~ u of

these mutual per cept  ions are mani f o l d  and t roub Lesome. It must  be kept
in mind , however , that the to Ic percept  tor t s examined in  th  t s t t idy ,i t . ’
thou,’ of new recruits who have not yet been assimi 1.-ited i n t o  t h e  AInl y
flo ut:,’ • the posit ii’ ii i ty of neqat ivo conseqitettoos i s dependent on t h i ’
persistence of these di fferences in role’ I~ ’Tce ’}’t ion throu qhtout  at  l e an t
the  early phas es of a minority soldier - ’ s A rmy ca t o o i  . A d.’ t . ‘ t m t  n at  i on

of the extent t o  which those perceptua l d if I .‘t .‘tn .’u and the ’ i t  i ’~’nse’quenc.’:;
p . ’t s i s  I will be a part of out  cont t i m  i t iq  research e f t  ot I i t
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